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I n 1952, 9 years after single-sex schooling was introduced in the cities of the Soviet Union, the Moscow city educational department heard this stark report on one boys' school:
In school 558, during a physics lesson there is unbelievable noise, shouting during the lesson, and thus the complete absence of any kind of organization or order. As a result, pupils simply do not study physics at all. Or here is another example: a teacher of foreign languages works in conditions such that almost no one can ever hear her voice, so she has to shout all the time in order to quiet the pupils. I asked for her Using terms such as "alarming," "sickly," "abnormal," and "catastrophic" to characterize boys' schools, the speaker, Peter Kholmogortsev, described one classroom so noisy that it was impossible to determine that a teacher was even present-until it became clear that the teacher's shouts were also part of the clamor. In another school, which Kholmogortsev cited as evidence of "massive disciplinary violations," boys ran through the halls, whistling and shouting, yet the director seemed oblivious to the "unchecked avalanche" of commotion and disruption. While recognizing that many boys' schools were following "the correct path" by creating an orderly environment, Kholmogortsev also drew attention to schools where a virtual "civil war" was ongoing between teachers and male pupils, between those who wanted to impose control and those who sought by whatever means to evade or disrupt that control (Moscow Central Municipal Archive, Tsentral'nyi Munitsipal'nyi Arkhiv Moskvy [TsMAM] , collection 528, section 1, box 1308, pages 93-97; hereafter, archival citations are abbreviated in the form collection/section/box/pages).
Inspector Kholmogortsev's descriptions of Moscow boys' schools suggest new insights into current discussions of the advantages and shortcomings of single-sex schools. By exploring the ways that Soviet educators perceived school conditions, identified problems, suggested reforms, and evaluated remedies, this article argues that separating boys from girls was a seemingly straightforward policy solution that in fact exacerbated the problems of coeducational schools while generating additional difficulties and dilemmas specific to single-sex schools. A focus on the question of control, as in the examples just cited, demonstrates that discipline actually worsened in boys' classrooms, especially in a context in which neither the infrastructure nor the teaching staff were adequate to meet additional demands. A careful examination of the experience of Soviet boys' schools also indicates that the expected benefits of fewer distractions, gender-specific pedagogy, and a more "masculine" environment were largely unrealized or ineffective. With the restoration of coeducation in 1954, single-sex schooling, and boys' schools in particular, had been decisively repudiated after an extensive period of experimentation. Most important, this article concludes, the Soviet Union's experiment with boys' schools served the unintended effect of confirming, reinforcing, and extending structures of masculine hegemony in education and more generally in society. As discussed in the final section of this article, the Soviet repudiation of separate schools, and specifically boys' schools, can provide important lessons about the possible difficulties and potential consequences of implementing a similarly large-scale policy of gender segregation in education.
Studying the Education of Boys
As summarized in a recent review sponsored by the U.S. Department of Education (2005) , even the best scholarship is "equivocal" on the question especially timely and important (for proposed expansions of public single-sex schooling, see Campbell & Sanders, 2002; Davis, 2002; DeBare, 2004; Flannery, 2006; Jackson & Smith, 2000; Salomone, 2003 Salomone, , 2006 Sax, 2005) .
This article draws upon and contributes to comparative studies that have examined single-sex schools in various national contexts (Baker, Riordan, & Schaub, 1995; Harker, 2000; Jackson & Smith, 2000; Lee & Lockheed, 1990; Mael, 1998; Martino & Frank, 2006; Martino, Mills, & Lingard, 2005; Salomone, 2003, pp. 206-210, 235-239) . The critical historical approach adopted in this article is designed to broaden understanding and deepen insights, not to impose categories or diminish differences. The postwar Soviet Union was an authoritarian dictatorship with rigid controls over all forms of public discourse and a population shaped by two decades of systematic repression, devastating war, and personal tyranny (Deutscher, 1966) . Soviet schools adhered to a single national curriculum, teachers lacked any collective voice or professional security, and pupils were indoctrinated with explicitly political lesson materials (for a vivid description of Stalinist educational objectives, see Counts & Lodge, 1949) . Any comparison between postwar Soviet schools and singlesex schools in any other contexts, especially in a pluralist, democratic, and prosperous society such as that of the United States, needs to recognize the fundamental social, political, and ideological differences.
Yet, postwar Soviet classrooms shared core characteristics with classrooms in other geographical and temporal contexts, including contemporary schools around the world: the pedagogical authority of the teacher, the ways that instructional activities and interpersonal interactions combined to shape the development of pupils, and presumptions of acceptable norms of behavior and attitude (for critical historical analyses of Stalinism in schools, see Dunstan, 1997; Ewing, 2002a; Holmes, 1999) . While discussions of separate schooling were permeated by official Soviet ideology, they nevertheless included careful consideration of substantive educational issues. In particular, discussion of the underlying objective of improving the education of boys and girls-and the question of whether this was best done together or apartprovides an important continuity that allows the lessons learned a half century ago to remain relevant in the present. Taking seriously the experiences, attitudes, and objectives, whether articulated openly or enacted silently, of those involved in an actual experiment with gender-separated public schools could offer provocative lessons for educators engaged in similar discussions today.
By focusing on boys' schools, this article responds to a critical gap in the scholarly literature on single-sex education, which has traditionally devoted more attention to the separate schooling of girls 1 (Herr & Arms, 2004; Mael, 1998, p. 121; U.S. Department of Education, 2005, p. 83) . In addition, by making boys' schools the explicit object of analysis, this article contributes directly to an emerging body of research on masculinity and education (see literature reviews in AAUW, 1992 AAUW, , 1998a AAUW, , 2001 Connell, 1996; Frank, Kehler, Lovell, & Davison, 2003; Herr & Arms, 2004; Lesko, 2000; Martino & Berrill, 2003; Martino & Frank, 2006; Martino et al., 2005; Salomone, 2003 Salomone, , 2006 Weaver-Hightower, 2003 Woody, 2002) . Some researchers, led by R. W. Connell, have pursued a research agenda of eliminating sexism by focusing on the more problematic behaviors and attitudes of boys (Connell, 1996; Martino et al., 2005; Mead, 2006; Sadker & Sadker, 1994; WeaverHightower, 2003 WeaverHightower, , 2005 . Other scholars and activists, the most visible of whom is Christina Hoff Sommers, have been openly hostile to the feminist research shaping this field and have looked instead for evidence of boys' disadvantages as a way to resist gender equity programs (Gurian & Henley, 2001; Gurian & Stevens, 2005; Sommers, 2000 Sommers, , 2001 Sommers, , 2006 . While this polarization has attracted the most public attention, raising the question of how to educate boys has nevertheless yielded considerable insights into broader issues of student achievement, classroom organization, and pedagogical strategies. These interpretive issues and polemic debates informed this study by suggesting ways in which gender relations shaped and were shaped by the experiment with separate schools.
Method
This article approaches the topic of boys' schooling with distinctive methodology and materials. Most research on boys at school applies ethnographic methods, relying on participant observation, in-depth interviews, and direct engagement with pupils, teachers, parents, and others involved in particular schools (see discussions of methods by Frank et al., 2003; Herr & Arms, 2002 Martino & Frank, 2006; Nespor, 2000; Salomone, 2003 Salomone, , 2006 WeaverHightower, 2003; Woody, 2002) . Historical perspectives provide an essential supplement to the existing literature on boys' schooling in that large-scale patterns are considered over a longer period of time (for the contributions of historical analysis to educational reform, see Cuban, 1996 ; for a historical analysis of single-sex and coeducational schools, see Tyack & Hansot, 1990) . Postwar Soviet schooling is especially suggestive because of the full cycle of change: the 1943 decision to require separate schools, the implementation of new policies, the recognition of severe problems in boys' schools, and finally the 1954 decision to restore coeducation.
The sources used in this study-the data-were drawn from archival and published materials, including inspectors' reports on classroom instruction, teachers' written responses to questions about boys' schools, newspaper accounts of neighborhood schools, pupils' letters about everyday activities, transcripts of meetings with school directors and educational administrators, and statistical reports on the enrollment of pupils, the distribution of teachers, and the achievements of schools (for historical sources as data, see Stearns, 1998) . All of these sources are products of their historical context.
2 Most obviously, these materials were all constrained by the authoritarian practices of the Stalinist regime, which demanded adherence to a single policy line, censored publications, and sanctioned divergent views. The limitations of these sources, however, include the lack of broader types of perspective. While inspectors' reports and meeting transcripts provide the most detailed discussions of what was happening in boys' schools, these materials reflect the views of administrators more than the perceptions of pupils or teachers, and thus they do not represent the full range of perspectives or the variety of experiences of those involved in boys' schooling. Despite these limits, however, the available materials provide a reliable source for a critical analysis of both the particular experience of Soviet postwar schools and the broader implications of this large-scale experiment with separate schools. 
Theoretical Perspectives
The main argument of this critical historical analysis is that the privileges of masculinity were asserted, perpetuated, and reinforced even as school settings, policies, and attitudes underwent significant changes. The theoretical concept of "hegemony" is especially useful for understanding this process of reinforcing underlying structures of authority even as contextual relations are transformed. Hegemony refers to the many ways that relative position is maintained through strategies, sometimes explicit but more often implicit, that respond to changing circumstances in both material and ideological conditions. Associated most significantly with Italian Marxist Antonio Gramsci, the concept of hegemony describes how dominant groups rule not only through coercive power but also through an ideological predominance that becomes manifest in the apparent consent of subordinate groups (Gramsci, 1988) . As described by political scientist Martin Carnoy, Gramsci's notion of hegemony "involves the successful attempts of the dominant class to use its political, moral, and intellectual leadership to establish its view of the world as all-inclusive and universal, and to shape the interests and needs of subordinate groups" (1984, p. 70) . Historians and educators have taken up this concept to examine the ways in which social institutions, including schools, have over time preserved the authority of dominant groups through a simultaneous process of asserting their privileges and concealing or disguising the actual distribution of power (for "hegemony of men," see Hearn, 2004 ; for Gramsci's views in education, see Mayo, 2005 ; for Gramsci's reception by historians, see Jackson Lears, 1985) .
Using this theoretical construct to study boys' schools demonstrates how, despite a seemingly complete reversal in Soviet policies over an 11-year period-from coeducation to single-sex schooling and back to coeducationthe one constant remained the preservation and promotion of masculine privilege. Making masculine hegemony into a central tool of analysis calls attention to the ways in which the position of boys was legitimized, defended, and promoted even at times when boys' schools were the object of strong criticism, as in the comments by Kholmogortsev described earlier. In fact, both the implementation of single-sex schooling in 1943 and the restoration of coeducation in 1954 were motivated to a great extent by the same objective of maintaining masculine hegemony. Recognizing how gender arrangements in education correspond to broader patterns of power and privilege suggests that the lessons of Soviet boys' schools remain significant for anyone con-cerned about the ways that education shapes and is shaped by patterns of power, privilege, and equity in any society.
Implementing Separate Schooling
The discussion at the Moscow educational department cited earlier occurred almost a decade after the Soviet government abruptly announced in July 1943 that coeducation would be eliminated in urban elementary and secondary schools. A quarter century after the 1917 Russian revolution brought equal educational access for all children, the government proclaimed that coeducational instruction had overlooked the "particular physical development of boys and girls"; did not prepare male and female pupils for future roles as soldiers and mothers, respectively; and failed to maintain classroom discipline ("O Vvedenii Razdel'nogo Obucheniia," 1943, p. 168) . The new system of schooling, by contrast, was needed to "educate boys to be future fathers and courageous fighters for the socialist homeland and girls to be the conscious mothers and educators of the new generation" (Tsuzmer, 1943, p. 2) . In the midst of the war, with little prior discussion and only 6 weeks' notice, the Soviet government launched a new phase of educational reform with broad social implications.
The lack of reliable sources makes it difficult to determine the exact decision-making process within Stalin's ruling circle, but the introduction of separate schooling clearly responded to a number of overlapping and intersecting concerns. The war exerted a direct influence by attaching much greater significance to the preparation of boys for military service; school policies thus responded to changes in both public culture and masculinity (Petrone, 2002; Schrand, 2002) . The decision on separate education also coincided with pro-natalist policies, including restrictions on divorce, bans on abortion, and awards offered to mothers with many children (Bucher, 2000; Clements, 1994, pp. 92-93) . In this context, the decision on single-sex schools has been interpreted as "the ultimate expression" of "the normative differentiation of masculinity and femininity," as "a clear repudiation of the principle of equal co-education hallowed by theories and practices and socialism and sex equality," and as "an additional step toward the restoration of the pre-Revolutionary school order" (Lapidus, 1978, p. 116; Stites, 1978, p. 391; Timasheff, 1946, p. 219 ).
Yet within educational discourse of the time, improvements in classroom order, pupil conduct, and academic achievement-rather than any changes in the social status of men and women-emerged as the primary justifications for separate education. As argued by John Dunstan (1997, pp. 170-176) , the decision to implement separate education in urban schools was "advocated at this time on practical grounds": the demands that schools prepare boys to be soldiers and girls to be mothers, as mentioned earlier, but also fears about family stability in the war and, perhaps most strikingly, the problem of maintaining classroom order (see also Chernik, 1984, pp. 126-129; Pyzhikov, 2004) . According to a 1945 article by Konstantin L'vov, the expectation that the "homogenous composition" of single-sex classrooms would lead to "the improvement of discipline" was an important objective in the shift from coeducational to separate schools (L'vov, 1945, p. 46 ; see also the frequent references to discipline in separate schools cited in "Na Soveshchaniie," 1943).
The 
Disciplining Boys
While prewar Soviet educational officials were extremely concerned about maintaining classroom order and adopted increasingly authoritarian pedagogical strategies, their coeducational approach had always been seemingly "gender free," with no explicit consideration of whether boys or girls were more or less at fault for discipline problems (for disciplinary strategies in the 1930s, see Ewing, 2002a; Holmes, 1999) . The introduction of separate schooling thus marked a dramatic shift in approach. The separation of pupils by gender was initially applauded as a means to improve discipline, especially in boys' schools. Several Moscow inspectors who observed preliminary experiments with this approach claimed that discipline improved markedly with gender-segregated instruction; one inspector declared that prewar schools never had the kind of discipline achieved with separate instruction (Scientific Archive of the Russian Academy of Education, Nauchnyi Arkhiv Rossiiskoi Akademii Obrazovaniia [NA RAO], 15/1/214/7, 11). In this respect, Soviet schools anticipated a similar pattern in contemporary education wherein observers of the initial implementation of gender segregation have often noted a sudden improvement in discipline and climate. Reflecting on the first year of an experiment with gender-segregated classrooms in a Virginia middle school, principal Deborah Marks reported that academic performance had increased while detentions and suspensions had decreased: "Parents, teachers and children love it. I've died and gone to heaven" (cited in National Association for Single Sex Public Education, 2005; see also Mael, 1998, pp. 114-116; Sax, 2005) .
Less than 6 months after the July 1943 decree, however, Moscow school directors met to discuss the "very low level" of discipline in many boys' schools. Pupils behaved in disorderly ways, lessons were noisy, homework was not being completed, and there were "frequent cases of crude violations of school rules." While it is difficult to judge the extent to which these Moscow schools were representative, the fact that the meeting ended with repeated and emphatic promises from directors to "fortify discipline" in boys' schools suggests a perception of broader patterns ("Na Soveshchanii," 1943, p. 2). As is the case in American school divisions recently experimenting with single-sex schools, the early improvements in discipline have often proven difficult to sustain in all boys' classrooms. In the case of Marks's school just mentioned, later reports indicated that many parents refused to enroll their sons in segregated classrooms for a second year, while teachers also called attention to "problematic" behavior in boys' classrooms (see Bergman, 2003; "Separate Classrooms," 2003) .
This trajectory continued in the Soviet Union, and for the next decade the discussion of discipline in separate schools was really about controlling boys. 4 As boys' schools were discussed primarily in terms of disciplinary problems, this discursive practice associated masculinity with disorder and disobedience but also with the exercise of power and the assertion of privilege (for discipline, power, and masculinity in single-sex classrooms, see Campbell & Sanders, 2002, pp. 39-40; Herr & Arms, 2002, pp. 84-86; Herr & Arms, 2004, pp. 544-546; Jackson & Smith, 2000, p. 418; Martino & Frank, 2006; Woody, 2002, pp. 286-289) . In 1950, Moscow school directors described boys' schools as having "an extremely serious level of discipline," with "violations of basic rules of behaviors, standards, and order in the schools" (GARF A2306/71/772/3, 14). Teachers Beliaev and Savochkina in the city of Penza both concluded that discipline in boys' schools was "significantly" worse than when they had studied and taught in prewar coeducational schools (GARF A2306/71/789/2, 33). This opinion was echoed by another Penza teacher who defined discipline as "the primary and fundamental difficulty in the work of a boys' school" (GARF A2306/71/789/15). A 1951 report from the Ministry of Education asserted that most schools had established "firm order," but in some schools, "predominantly boys' secondary schools," discipline remained unsatisfactory (GARF A2306/72/285/26). The Smolensk city educational department admitted that discipline in boys' schools was worse than in prewar coeducational schools, while the Leningrad city educational department contrasted consistently positive accounts of discipline in girls' schools with widespread reports of "unsatisfactory" behavior in boys' schools (GARF A2306/71/1175/ 456-458, 72/446/29). A 1951 Moscow report concluded: "One of the main reasons for inadequate achievement in many schools is the unsatisfactory status of discipline, especially in boys' schools" (GARF A2306/72/429/29).
While these sources need to be recognized as reflecting the perceptions of administrators, other materials provide more detailed reports of the kinds of infractions and behaviors characteristic of boys' schools. Inspectors, school directors, teachers, and parents cited specific examples of theft, smoking, fighting, rude treatment of teachers, entire classes walking out during lessons without permission, frequent running in the hallways, noisy behavior in the school's entryway, and improper behavior toward adults outside the school (TsMAM 667/1/80/102-103, GARF A2306/71/818/249-250). School director Gordunov declared that teachers felt directly threatened by pupils, as a series of "extraordinary incidents," such as knife attacks, beatings, and other violent assaults, had occurred in 10 to 15 boys' schools in Moscow (GARF A2306/72/ 3676/28, 31).
As boys' schools became virtually synonymous with disciplinary problems, they were discussed almost exclusively in negative terms. In a 1951 resolution passed by Moscow teachers, the only reference to separate schools (that is, where the language was not just about schools but specifically about separate schools) dealt with problems in boys' schools: deficiencies in discipline, the need for additional efforts in classrooms, and the importance of physical education facilities (TsMAM 667/1/80/100-108). These negative assessments far exceeded the occasional positive reports of well-ordered boys' schools. In a 1950 report from the Leningrad educational department, such positive examples were cited precisely to refute the "theory" of some boys' school directors that it was "impossible" to maintain order in their schools (GARF A2306/71/ 789/457). Thus, even the rare positive statements reinforced the associations among masculinity, disorder, and discipline.
One response to these widespread perceptions of disorder was for educators to demand "a clear, concrete, and precise system," in the words of school director Serova, that would eliminate disruptive behavior and "delinquent" actions (GARF A2306/72/3676/11). Illustrating such a system of pervasive accountability, boys in School No. 3 in the city of Iaroslav were kept under constant observation by teachers from the moment of their arrival through the end of the day. School officials described a significant change in the gravity of disciplinary infractions: As more troubling behaviors such as theft, fighting, and truancy ceased, educators were able to deal with lesser infractions such as loitering, talking, and tardiness. A report on this school combined a positive assessment of this strict approach with warnings against any decreased vigilance:
For a majority of pupils, it has become a habit to greet older comrades, yield the path, apologize, and express gratitude. At the moment that control of pupils is weakened, incidents of violations of discipline and the established order can be observed. (GARF A2306/71/1126 Discipline thus became a central preoccupation of the school, and educational discourse defined boys primarily as objects of the school's disciplinary regime. Both "negative" accounts of disciplinary "problems" and "positive" accounts of "successful" discipline shared-and reinforced-a consensus view of masculinity that was inseparable from the gender and disciplinary regimes of the school. Like their American counterparts in a California single-sex academy a half century later, the experience of gender separation led many Soviet educators to believe that "boys could not control themselves-they were to be controlled" (Herr & Arms, 2004, p. 545 ; see similar conclusions about Australian boys' classrooms in Frank, 2006, pp. 24-26, and Martino et al., 2005, p. 250) . Through an unexpected and undesired dynamic, educating boys separately seemed to worsen discipline, which in turn threatened both the physical safety of those in the school and the academic objectives of schooling.
Conditions in Boys' Schools
Confronted by this growing crisis in boys' schools, educators searched for methods appropriate and effective for gender-segregated schools. Ironically, school directors at a 1950 meeting were told that one reason for the lack of formal guidelines was that pedagogical researchers were actually afraid to venture into boys' classrooms (GARF A2306/71/772/13, 39, 52). Creating opportunities for boys to play games, work with technology, and engage in other structured activities were recommended and occasionally adopted as potentially useful strategies. Repeated statements that boys' schools needed technology clubs illustrate how taken-for-granted assumptions about the inherent interests of boys influenced policies and practices. Radio transmitters and receivers were in particular demand, as the interests of boys followed advances in communication technology. Yet here the pragmatic efforts of educators encountered the impoverished conditions of postwar schools. Most boys' schools lacked the necessary resources, including equipment, space, and organizers. Many educators cited the lack of such outlets for boys' interests in technology as a major factor in the worsening situation in many schools (GARF A2306/71/772/10, 22-23, 38; GARF 72/3676/12-13; TsMAM 528/1/ 1319/2; TsMAM 667/1/80/107-108).
Similar assumptions guided the widespread belief that boys needed more outlets for the release of energy through physical and competitive activities (TsMAM 528/1/1308/111-112, 667/1/80/107; GARF A2306/72/3676/23, 2839/ 3-4). In making this policy recommendation, Soviet educators referred to gender differences in physiology-and, by implication, in psychology-by claiming that "mobility is a characteristic feature of boys" and "boys are especially interested in physical education." Transforming classrooms into gymnasiums was cited as a particularly effective measure to improve discipline. Organizing clubs for chess and other games also allowed for release of the presumed masculine need for competition. School director Serova described how some especially difficult boys began to play board games after school: "They became ennobled under our influence, and they began to talk with us as friends, no longer seeing us as enemies" (GARF A2306/71/772/10, 39; 72/2839/5; 72/3676/13). While special facilities and activities suggest efforts to develop a gender-appropriate pedagogy, these historically situated statements also reveal the underlying assumption that boys were inherently and essentially different from girls and that the schools should adapt to these gender-specific needs and attributes.
This perception was expressed differently in complaints that boys' schools were materially worse off than girls' schools. In 1952, Moscow school official Mostovoi claimed that educational departments had provided girls' schools "with everything necessary," while neglected boys' schools were "verging on collapse" (TsMAM 528/1/1308/110-112). Expressing a similar view, school director Krein charged that the best-equipped schools were almost inevitably girls' schools: "I am not against having well-equipped girls' schools, but it does not have to be this way." More pointedly, another school director declared unequivocally at a 1950 meeting: "Without a doubt, boys' schools should be much better equipped than girls' schools" (GARF A2306/71/772/16, 39, 45-46; see also TsMAM 528/1/1319/6). Anticipating objections made recently by defenders of coeducation (AAUW, 2004) , these affirmations about the greater needs of boys' schools illustrate how separate schooling reinforced a pattern of masculine hegemony that undercut a public commitment to gender equity.
To the extent that disorder in boys' schools was redefined as a justification for reallocating resources away from girls' schools, segregated schooling thus confirmed the distribution of power along gender lines in Soviet society. An indirect confirmation of this underlying structure of privilege, as well as an admission of the limited effectiveness of policymakers, was a 1953 Ministry of Education statement that the need to "strengthen boys' schools" meant that "preferential attention to boys' schools (which has still not yielded the necessary results) has distracted the attention of educational departments away from girls' schools, which also should be considered inappropriate" (GARF A2306/72/2839/10). While indirectly conceding these patterns of preferential treatment, Soviet educators did not develop or implement compensatory policies for coeducational or girls' schools. Rather than acknowledging the underlying distribution of power and privilege, perceptions of differential conditions shaped the growing support (as discussed later) for the restoration of coeducation.
In some cases, Soviet educators recognized that factors other than gender also shaped classroom climate and pupil behavior. In particular, many of the disciplinary problems in boys' schools were attributed to overcrowding (GARF A2306/71/772/47, 72/3676/10-11, 20, 29) . According to teacher Beliaev in Penza, enrollment more than tripled, from 500 pupils to 1,620, after the introduction of single-sex education. Whereas in the coeducational school it was possible to know all of the pupils by name, Beliaev stated, now neither the director nor the teachers had this same familiarity with all of the boys (GARF A2306/71/789/2-3). A report by another Penza teacher that his fifthgrade class had 47 boys provides some sense of the demands of maintaining discipline in these conditions (GARF A2306/71/789/38).
While many directors expressed a similar perception, statistical reports indicate that boys' schools were, on average, actually slightly smaller than girls' schools. In 28 cities in the Russian Federation, average enrollments were 963 pupils in boys' schools and 1,015 pupils in girls' schools; in Moscow, average enrollments were 1,130 in boys' schools and 1,205 in girls' schools. The real difference, perhaps surprisingly, was the smaller size of coeduca-tional schools, with an average enrollment of approximately 500 pupils (GARF A2306/72/2707/1-43). It remains unclear, therefore, whether complaints about overcrowding were generated from specific boys' schools or whether they reflected an unstated assumption that boys deserved better facilities than girls. If the latter was the case, then a perceived deficiency in boys' schooling was transformed into a justification for more preferential treatment of boys.
Embedded in all of these discussions, of course, was the question of whether these problems were the result of a gender-specific policy of separating boys or the result of broader school conditions, on which gender exerted only a minor or perhaps even insignificant influence (for gender's relative and autonomous influences on schooling, see Herr & Arms, 2004, pp. 539-544; Salomone, 2002, pp. 68-69; Weaver-Hightower, 2003, pp. 481-482; Woody, 2002, p. 285) . A 1951 report on Moscow schools made the latter claim explicitly:
Many deficiencies in the work of upbringing . . . in the schools, and in particular boys' schools, do not come from the very essence of separate education, but are connected with a whole series of other factors: the over-burdening of school buildings and class, the absence of trained leaders and educators, undeveloped methods of upbringing, unsatisfactory conditions for out-of-class work, insufficiently qualified pedagogical cadres, and more. (GARF A2306/72/446/32) By attributing problems more to structural conditions than to gender-separated schooling, this report took the significant-but also unusual-position of trying to identify the underlying causes of problems in boys' schools rather than assuming that boys themselves or the system of separate schooling accounted for all of these problems. This one report thus anticipated some recent research successfully considering the multiplicity of complex factors that shape education in a single-sex school (Herr & Arms, 2004; Lee, 1998; Salomone, 2003; Woody, 2002) . However, in the Soviet case, as in contemporary discourse, nuanced arguments about multifactor causation were overwhelmed by arguments attributing all of the advantages or all of the problems of separate schooling to the single factor of gender.
Teaching and Learning in Boys' Schools
In Soviet discourse on separate education, powerful assumptions about masculinity thus tended to eclipse any recognition that factors other than gender shaped boys' schools. In some cases, educators attributed positive value to the presumed character and needs of boys. Director Tiapkin, of Boys' School No. 32 in Rostov-na-Donu, stated that "the upbringing and instruction of young Soviet males in a boys' school should have their own specific character." In particular, a young boy needed to develop traits such as discipline, hardiness, and dexterity as well as qualities that would make him "a good subordinate and an excellent leader." In his school, Tiapkin claimed, order was strict, the tone was correct, the expectations were consistent, and discipline was good (Tiapkin, 1950, p. 2) . A Penza teacher praised the discipline in boys' schools, where pupils were said to be "active and conscientious" (GARF A2306/71/789/18). In a similarly positive account of disciplined pupils and orderly classrooms, Moscow educational official Zolotar declared that some educators actually preferred to work with boys and quoted one as saying "You can do anything with boys" (TsMAM 528/1/1308/121-122).
These historically specific assumptions about the essential qualities of boys also shaped the dismissive comments made by a number of Moscow school directors about teaching in girls' schools. Speaking at the Ministry of Education, school director Khrushchev conceded that girls' schools were much quieter-making it seem as if the pupils were "on a deserted island"-but then he affirmed that "the noise of boys makes me happier." Drawing on 4 years of teaching physics in a girls' school, Khrushchev pointedly questioned the character of teachers who worked in similar conditions:
You know, by the end of my fourth year of teaching in a girls' school, I had reached the point of prostration. I thought that my abilities as a teacher had been lost. There they do not smash the light bulbs, but there is whispering, the writing of notes, there is what you know takes place in girls' schools. If you would offer me any kind of salary to go into a girls' school, I would not go. Therefore, that teacher, who has gone so far away from the robust work of the boys' school to pursue the seemingly easy life in a girls' school-I would not approve of the behavior of this teacher.
Invoking essentialist assumptions about gender identities, Khrushchev proclaimed that the advantages of teaching boys included their "inquisitive, energetic, and mobile" character (GARF A2306/71/772/25). Making a similar comparison, first-year physics teacher Kondrat'ev in Penza stated that boys "have a more practical way of grasping the material" and were more likely than girls to ask interesting questions (GARF A2306/71/789/12). Echoing the opinion that only the best teachers had the ability or desire to teach boys, other school directors declared that most teachers preferred working in boys' schools, and one claimed openly that none of her teachers would consider working in girls' schools (GARF A2306/71/772/19-20, 32, 36, 39) . Embedded in such claims, which have been reiterated more recently by proponents of single-sex schooling (Flannery, 2006; Sax, 2005) , was the essentialist idea that boys were more lively, engaged, and challenging, and thus a good teacher who had mastered discipline would "naturally" find teaching boys intellectually more rewarding.
Yet, there were also widespread indications that many teachers feared, avoided, or simply refused to work in boys' schools. One female teacher asked to be transferred away from a boys' school because "she could not find a common language with the pupils" (TsMAM 528/1/1308/110-112). Several Moscow school directors declared that it was "very difficult" to teach in a boys' school; one director claimed that "many of our best teachers have turned into invalids" (GARF A2306/71/772/3, 37). In early 1953, Moscow school director Anikovich declared that boys' schools were so much more difficult "that there is no comparison" with girls' schools (TsMAM 528/1/1343/1, 17-18). School director Kozlov echoed this perception with the statement that "it is clear to all of us that working in a boys' school is more difficult," while teacher Beliaev stated that "practice shows that it is more difficult to maintain discipline in a boys' school" (TsMAM 528/1/1343/3, GARF A2306/71/789/3). The same gendered assumptions about the character of boys thus led to diametrically opposed conclusions. Defenders of boys' schools such as Tiapkin, Zolotar, and Khrushchev transformed the challenges of teaching boys into an affirmative case for separate education, while critics such as Anikovich, Kozlov, Lebedev, and Beliaev invoked the same challenges as evidence of the shortcomings of boys' schools.
While opinions may have differed regarding the relative advantages or difficulties of teaching boys, repeated complaints about the shortage of effective and experienced teachers in boys' schools suggest that the negatives outweighed the positives (GARF A2306/72/429/29-30, 3676/18-19, 48, 65; Pyzhikov, 2004) . According to school director Verbitskii, for example, the "vast majority" of the 80 teachers in his school "have very little experience, usually less than three years" (GARF A2306/72/3676/32). School director Rogovskaia reported in 1950 that her school had 12 new teachers, "the majority of whom" could not maintain discipline in all-boy classes (GARF A2306/71/772/36). Officials referred to the assignment of "bunches of young teachers" to boys' schools without any consideration of their effectiveness (GARF A2306/71/772/47). Once again, gender separation encouraged the perception that disadvantages in boys' schools resulted from advantages offered to girls' schools. In 1950, Moscow school director Liukhin stated that the most qualified teachers went to girls' schools "because it is easier to work there" (GARF A2306/71/772/4; see similar comments in L 'vov, 1945, p. 46) . School director Krein stated that "the best cadres are leaving for girls' schools" and then asked: "Who will be left to work in a boys' school?" (GARF A2306/71/772/16).
One proposed solution was to assign the best teachers to boys' schools, even if this meant removing them from girls' or coeducational schools. In his comments cited at the beginning of this article, school inspector Kholmogortsev recommended transferring a number of teachers from girls' schools to boys' schools. Recognizing that such transfers would be "difficult," Kholmogortsev nevertheless argued that boys' schools had to be staffed with the best teachers, teachers who could handle the particular demands of disciplining and instructing male pupils (TsMAM 528/1/1308/106-107). Other speakers attending this meeting organized by the Moscow city educational department echoed this call to transfer teachers to boys' schools. One school official, Lutskova, cited the example of an excellent female teacher who taught literature in a boys' school and was very successful in her academic and disciplinary efforts. Before her first year was finished, however, she declared that she would quit teaching rather than remain in a boys' school. Warning that many teachers in boys' schools suffered from nervousness and exhaustion, Lutskova declared that transferred teachers should be "younger in age, more energetic, and primarily men, the majority of whom are now teaching in girls' schools" (TsMAM 528/1/1308/117-118).
In the context of Soviet separate schools, the obvious, if only rarely acknowledged, implication of these perceptions was that teachers deemed "unfit" for boys' schools should be assigned to girls' or coeducational schools. In 1952, the Moscow city educational department recommended the transfer to boys' schools of some 300 teachers and the transfer away from boys' schools of teachers "who are not managing the discipline and organization of classes" (TsMAM 528/1/1319/3). This strategy was presented more bluntly in a 1953 Ministry of Education order that "teachers clearly unable to maintain discipline in boys' schools should be transferred to work in girls' schools" (GARF A2306/72/2839/5). While educators recognized that it was much easier to call for transfers than actually to find experienced and effective teachers willing to work in boys' schools, they rarely addressed the fact that such a strategy would have a twofold negative impact on girls' and coeducational schools by replacing the most experienced and most effective teachers with the least experienced and least effective teachers. One exception to this silence was Mostovoi's statement at a 1952 meeting that transferring teachers "should not damage the work of girls' schools" (TsMAM 528/1/1308/110-112). A more explicit disavowal was made by inspector Kholmogortsev. Addressing a meeting of school directors, Kholmogortsev rejected the "negative" view that certain teachers were qualified to teach only in coeducational or girls' schools: "If a person cannot be sent to a boys' school," he declared, "this person cannot be sent" to any school (GARF A2306/71/772/50, 52).
Educators were remarkably consistent in describing the kinds of teachers who should work in boys' schools. Moscow school director Liukhin stated that it did not matter whether teachers were men or women, "but they should be strong willed cadres" (GARF A2306/71/772/7). The Moscow educational department recommended in 1952 that directors of boys' schools be "strong willed people who are knowledgeable about their work," while new teachers "possess the necessary qualities of strong will and organizational ability" (TsMAM 528/1/1319/3; see also GARF A2306/72/285/28-30). Repeated affirmations of the need for teachers with "strong will" confirmed that discipline had become the dominant attribute expected of teachers in boys' schools. In this way, Soviet educators anticipated the recent conclusions of Wayne Martino and Blye Frank, who found that "in the eyes of boys, male teachers are expected to demonstrate a particular form of male power, not considered to be the domain of women" (Martino & Frank, 2006, p. 25) . While this question seems central to the debate on dividing children by gender, contemporary advocates of separate schooling rarely address the underlying issue of whether certain kinds of teachers are either more suited or more desirable to work in boys' schools (for the argument that boys' classrooms provide an alternative to a coeducational environment "dominated by female teachers," see Mael, 1998, p. 105 ; see also Salomone, 2006, p. 793 ; for the psychologi-cal effects of teaching in boys' classrooms, see Flannery, 2006; Herr & Arms, 2002; Sax, 2005; Woody, 2002 ).
Yet, as Liukhin's just-described comments suggest, Soviet policy never mandated that only men could teach in boys' schools. The available evidence suggests that female teachers were a widespread, visible, and influential presence in these boys' schools. While the statistical evidence is limited, reports on individual schools suggest a distribution comparable to the teaching profession as a whole, which was 80% women in the postwar decade (GARF A2306/71/772/32; Cultural Progress, 1958, p. 184) . Women made up approximately one quarter of the directors of Moscow boys' schools by 1954, despite the terms of the original instructions on separate schools, which mandated that "a man be appointed as the director of a boys' school, and a woman of a girls' school" ("Instruktsiia," 1943, p. 22; Pyzhikov, 2004, p. 82) . The praise bestowed on female teachers in boys' schools provides further evidence of how single-sex schools were shaped by a mixed-gender teaching staff. In 1950, a school director praised a female teacher for her qualifications, dedication to pupils, and commitment to the school without any suggestion that being female was an impediment to working with boys (GARF A2306/71/772/52). Soviet educators thus acknowledged, however indirectly, that female teachers would continue to shape the education of boys even in the masculine environment of separate schools.
For all of their concerns about discipline, Soviet educators devoted relatively little attention to the seemingly obvious question of how gender segregation affected academics and achievement. This silence is consistent with the original justifications for separate schooling, which limited the arguments for differentiated approaches to "nonacademic" aspects of schooling such as classroom management, personal conduct, and vocational preparation, including gender-specific designs for boys' and girls' schools. Curriculum, pedagogy, and assessment, by contrast, were declared to be the same for girls and boys, with the exception of military training compulsory for boys throughout this period (NA RAO 15/1/214/21-22). Educational administrators rarely drew upon readily available data, such as graduation rates, final examinations, or promotion patterns, to document the relative performance of coeducational or separate schools. The few available comparisons suggest, however, a slight advantage for pupils in separate schools. In the spring of 1953, for example, passing rates for graduate examinations were 94% in coeducational schools, 97% in girls' schools, and 98% in boys' schools (Pyzhikov, 2004, p. 83) . Also in 1953, the Ministry of Education reported that, for the previous 3 years, separate schools had approximately twice as high a proportion of students earning top academic distinctions as coeducational schools: Almost 5% of students in coeducational schools, almost 11% in girls' schools, and almost 12% in boys' schools received such medals (Pyzhikov, 2004, p. 83 ; GARF A2306/72/2839/9-10).
While any comparison of examination results or academic honors involves recognition of important limits and potential bias, these results provide some basis for assessing the relative effectiveness of separate schools. Evaluations based on criteria internal to the Soviet educational system indicate that the academic performance of pupils in separate schools was at least comparable to, if not slightly better than, the performance of pupils in coeducational schools. These historical records are thus consistent with the results of research in other contexts; these studies also indicate some academic advantages associated with single-sex schooling, although claims of significant advantages are rarely supported by measurable educational outcomes (for academic achievement in single-sex and coeducational schools, see Campbell & Sanders, 2002; DeBare, 2004; Haag, 1998; Harker, 2000; Jackson & Smith, 2000; Mael, 1998; Martino et al., 2005; Riordan, 2002; Salomone, 2002 Salomone, , 2003 U.S. Department of Education, 2005) .
Another important silence in postwar Soviet discourse was the absence of any explicit discussion of "natural" differences between boys and girls. Although referring occasionally to "particularities" in the physical and psychological development of girls and boys, educators generally avoided making any claim that innate differences justified separate schooling (GARF A2306/71/772/8, 818/249). This silence can be explained in part by the operation of masculine hegemony, which perpetuated society's assumptions about the "natural" differences between girls and boys. In this historical context, moreover, the materialist underpinnings of Soviet ideology, which explained all human behavior as a product of historical conditions, precluded any kind of biological determinism as an explanation for behavior or a justification for policy-making. 5 The language of gender-specific "particularities" suggests the influence of certain assumptions about gender differences, but the underlying principles of Stalinist discourse, reinforced by explicit forms of censorship, ensured that this potential justification for separate schooling was not openly addressed (for condemnation of "biological" differences in discussions of separate schools, see L'vov, 1945, pp. 45-46) . This tension between separate structures and shared objectives left educators in a difficult position, as the glaring shortcomings of boys' schools were deprived of their most obvious rationalization-that boys and girls learn differently and thus should be educated in different schools. At the same time, educators had to search for factors other than the innate character of boys to explain these persistent problems. As the examples here suggest, the practices of teachers, the administration of schools, and the availability of facilities were presented as alternative explanations for the problems of boys' schools. While various short-term solutions were proposed, such as building gymnasiums, enforcing tighter rules, and reassigning teachers, the ultimate solution came only with the restoration of coeducation in 1954, which resolved (or disguised) the problem of misbehaving boys.
The End of Single-Sex Schooling
By the early 1950s, increasing support for a return to coeducation was beginning to be heard in a variety of contexts. When asked in 1950 by the Ministry of Education to evaluate boys' schools, several Penza teachers declared that coeducational classrooms were better because girls exerted a "positive influence" by making boys more conscientious, industrious, and polite (GARF A2306/71/789/16, 26, 30, 34, 36, 38, 44) . Also in 1950, an article published in the main literary newspaper by V. Kolbanovskii called on educators to reconsider the effectiveness of separate schooling; this article was followed by a series of letters, most of which criticized boys' and girls' schools and urged a return to coeducation (Kolbanovskii, 1950; Pyzhikov, 2004, p. 82; "Volnuiushchii Vopros," 1950) .
While the Ministry of Education officials continued to declare that it was not yet time for "serious" discussion of ending single-sex schooling, educators began to express cautious support for coeducation (GARF A2306/71/772/52). A 1951 report on Moscow boys' schools was prefaced by a statement of the author's "positive views toward the system of coeducation" (GARF A2306/72/ 446/32). At a spring 1954 meeting, Moscow school director Lebedev invoked a collective memory of coeducational schools:
We remember our work in the past. At that time it was significantly easier. The bad things which are occurring now did not exist then, and, I think, will not exist in the future when the schools are combined together. (GARF A2306/72/3676/51) By this time, according to school director Gordunov, many teachers were asking for coeducation to be restored, only to be told that "the government is deciding this question" (GARF A2306/72/3676/28).
Just a few months later, the 11-year experiment with single-sex education came to an end. On July 18, 1954, the Council of Ministers announced "the introduction of coeducation in schools of Moscow, Leningrad, and other cities." Coeducation was to be restored in Grades 1-9 beginning in September, while 10th-grade pupils were allowed to graduate from their separate classes. Yet, the most interesting aspect of this decree was the justification contained in the opening line: "Taking into consideration the wishes of parents and the opinion of teachers . . ." ("O Vvedenii Sovmestnogo Obucheniia," 1954) . The underlying discussion and even disputes over the value of separate schooling present since 1943 finally had an effect on policymakers (Pyzhikov, 2004) . According to a subsequent report, "well-attended meetings of parents and teachers" made the case that separate education had not contributed to an improvement of upbringing in schools and also "did not harmonize with the general way of life in Soviet society," wherein men and women worked together to build communism ("O Sovmestnom Obuchenii," 1954) . Echoing language used extensively before 1943, the main educational newspaper declared: "Coeducation is a positive basis for forming a healthy children's collective and simple comradely relations between boys and girls" ("Sovmestnoe Obuchenie," 1954).
The restoration of coeducation was thus justified in terms of both practical necessity and ideological principles. Coeducation eliminated the need for parallel classes while simplifying the problem of staffing. Once again, moreover, educational policies were explained primarily in terms of goals other than academic instruction:
The introduction of coeducation creates the necessary conditions for the all-around improvement in the quality of instruction and upbringing and the strengthening of pupils' discipline. Separate education had led to a decline in discipline in many boys' schools. The unification of boys' and girls' schools needs to be used to develop socialist discipline among all pupils. ("Sovmestnoe Obuchenie," 1954) Coeducation thus promised to realize the disciplinary goals previously defined as the expected outcomes of separate schooling (Pyzhikov, 2004) .
Eliminating single-sex schools was as much an effort to protect boys by reintegrating them with girls as it was a reaffirmation of communist ideology about gender equality. As has been the case in other contexts, public perceptions of growing inequity in separate schools led to the conclusion that restoring coeducation would reclaim a measure of gender equity while concealing the operation of structures of masculine hegemony. In a recent study of an Australian school, the researchers concluded that the "advantages of the transition to co-education were generally portrayed from a male perspective," with specific references to expectations that girls would have a "beneficial influence" on boys (Jackson & Smith, 2000, p. 415; see similar conclusions in Herr & Arms, 2004, p. 545 ).
Yet, this expectation that coeducation would transform girls into part of the disciplinary regime for boys is difficult to reconcile with the claim that coeducation would make the schooling of girls more equal. For Soviet educators, pupils, and society more generally, however, coeducation was apparently easily accepted as the preferred and more practical arrangement. In the years that followed, the experiment with separate schooling quickly receded from view as coeducation resumed its previous status as an unquestioned truth of Soviet schooling. As argued in this article's concluding section, however, the Soviet experiment with separate schooling, and particularly the history of boys' schools, can provide important lessons about the ways in which gender separation served to promote masculine hegemony.
Lessons Learned From Soviet Boys' Schools
The repudiation of separate schools for boys should serve as a cautionary tale for contemporary advocates of single-sex education in the United States and other countries. This article concludes with five specific "lessons" derived from this critical historical analysis: first, the consequences of defining boys in terms of disciplinary problems; second, the ways that separate schools tended to reinforce masculine hegemony; third, the difficulty of making the transition from coeducational to single-sex schools (and back again); fourth, the relationship between gender arrangements in schools and the distribu-tion of power and privilege in society; and, fifth, the importance of acknowledging how underlying assumptions about gender shape school policies and practices.
Even in the absence of explicit discussion of gender differences, as explained earlier, Soviet urban school structures and educational discourse made gender into a primary category of identity-simply by separating boys and girls. As noted in a recent review of research, participants in and observers of single-sex schools tend to attribute considerable explanatory power to gender, thus underestimating the extent to which other "moderating" factors may influence schooling (U.S. Department of Education, 2005, pp. 88-89) . Whereas in Soviet coeducational schools, educators could attribute disciplinary problems to all pupils and develop strategies aimed at the whole collective, separate schools inevitably and explicitly identified boys as the problem. In this context, masculinity itself was increasingly defined in terms of this perception, now made concrete by the very structure of the school, of boys as disciplinary problems. While a few educators responded favorably to the challenge of working with boys, the available evidence suggests that far more common responses involved teachers who avoided boys' schools, directors who despaired of maintaining discipline, and pupils who studied in noisy, disruptive, and occasionally violent classrooms.
These sources provide little information about the ways in which boys themselves perceived these conditions, which makes it difficult to assess the impact of separate schooling on individual development or collective identity. Yet, the combination of gendered school structures and a discourse of discipline suggests that separate schools validated, reinforced, and even deepened perceptions of boys as problems. This pattern in postwar Soviet schools thus anticipated recent research on contemporary single-sex schools suggesting that questions of discipline assume disproportionate importance in boys' schools, with the consequent neglect of other aspects of education (Herr & Arms, 2004, pp. 544-547; Jackson & Smith, 2000; Martino & Frank, 2006; Woody, 2002, pp. 280, 287-288 ; for alternative interpretations, see Flannery, 2006; Mael, 1998; Sax, 2005) . While Soviet boys' schools existed in a different set of conditions, similar experiments in other contexts may reinforce the same negative associations between discipline as a justification for separate schooling and perceptions of boys first and foremost as disciplinary problems.
To the extent that postwar Soviet separate schooling confirmed masculine hegemony, this historical example raises questions about current claims that single-sex programs can enhance gender equity (Riordan, 2002, p. 27; Salomone, 2003, pp. 59-60, 162-165; Salomone, 2006; Sax, 2005) . The underlying structures of Soviet schools, the practices of teachers, and even the behavior of pupils tended to confirm, rather than challenge or redefine, a pattern described in another context by Elisabeth Woody as "the inevitable privileges of being a boy" (Woody, 2002, pp. 280, 298) . While historians have tended to see Soviet separate schools as a diversion from the long-term (and never fully realized) project of achieving gender equality, a closer look indi-cates that girls' schools were "better" than boys' schools-in terms of academic achievement, classroom order, and the quality of teachers. 6 Yet this apparent advantage offered to and achieved by Soviet girls was both temporary, given the return of coeducation in 1954, and illusory, as administrators responded to problems in boys' schools by reallocating attention, facilities, and personnel away from girls' schools. Even the sharpest critics of boys' schools, in other words, inadvertently and simultaneously affirmed a hegemonic position, because all of this attention-even if it was "negative" attention-illustrated the ways in which education, like other social and political institutions, primarily served the needs of boys rather than girls.
As argued by Amanda Datnow and Lea Hubbard (2002, pp. 7-8) , the goal of achieving gender equity in schools means not only providing equal opportunity to both genders but also acknowledging the power differences that exist between men and women in society and looking for ways that educational institutions can alter these taken-for-granted patterns that often place women on unequal footing to men and lead to restrictive notions of masculinity and femininity.
For all of their discussion of the problems and possibilities of boys' schools, Soviet educators never connected these schools to other structures that maintained and legitimized masculine hegemony. In particular, the key assumptions of separate schooling-that boys were being trained as leaders, that boys had more energy and initiative, and that boys deserved better facilities and teachers-also served to legitimize masculine hegemony. Separating boys into their own schools validated these aspects of privilege, yet the repudiation of separate schooling did not challenge the position of boys. Instead, the restoration of coeducation managed to conceal shortcomings in boys' schools while also employing girls in improving the education of boys.
This dual shift illustrates a central component of hegemony, which asserts the advantageous position of the dominant group while at the same time redefining subordinate group interests in ways that further solidify their disadvantageous position. Here again, the Soviet case study illustrates the ways in which separate schools may perpetuate, legitimate, and reinforce aspects of masculine hegemony. Even as the contexts of schooling changed dramatically, underlying patterns and principles maintained the privileged position of boys.
Contemporary proponents of single-sex schooling need to address this question of how separating schools may privilege boys in ways that undermine efforts to promote gender equity. If it proves more difficult to recruit teachers for boys' schools, as was the case in the Soviet Union, how can the necessary human resources be allocated without subtracting from the education of girls? and Herr and Arms [2002] have discussed the difficulties involved in recruiting and retaining teachers for single-sex schools.) If assumptions about the greater physical needs or tech-nical interests of boys lead to the provision of gender-specific facilities and services, what measures will be instituted to ensure that coeducational or girls' schools receive an equitable share of resources? (Distribution of school resources by gender has been discussed by Connell [1996, pp. 228-229; , p. 1806 , Campbell and Sanders [2002, pp. 38-39] , and Salomone [2003, pp. 116-149; 2006, pp. 782, 795] .) Finally, to the extent that segregation makes boys' schools more visible, even if such visibility is cloaked in a language of "crisis," how might this position promote and perpetuate other inequities in the allocation of attention on the part of policymakers, educators, and the general public? While postwar separate education was not designed to reallocate resources, the underlying assumptions about boys' need for experienced and effective teachers, technical facilities and equipment, and expanded sporting facilities all involved some confirmation of preferential treatment. This allocation thus confirmed and reinforced underlying patterns of masculine hegemony, initially by affirming the particular needs of boys' schools and subsequently by invoking these same needs to restore coeducational schooling. One clear lesson to be learned from this case study, therefore, is to question how gender arrangements inevitably involve the assertion of privilege and power.
The Soviet example should also provoke educators in every culture to ask the difficult question of what will come after current proposals for singlesex programs are implemented in public schools. In the United States, these initiatives currently enjoy some support from researchers, organizations, the federal Department of Education, and elements of the public (AAUW, 2004; Campbell & Sanders, 2002; Davis, 2002; Flannery, 2006; Rivers & Barnett, 2006; Stabiner, 2002b ; U.S. Department of Education, 2005). As anyone involved in educational reforms should recognize, however, the passion and commitment of those advocating changes are often different from the persistence and engagement needed to sustain broad changes over a long period of time (Cuban, 1988) . While separate schooling seemed to make sense to Soviet educators in 1943, in the midst of a military emergency, within a short period of time separate education, and especially boys' schools, had less and less support among these same educators, who were then left with the challenge of first managing and then undoing a reform that had proven impractical, ineffective, and unsustainable. Without making claims for any kind of inevitability, the trajectory of the Soviet experiment suggests that whatever enthusiasm now exists for single-sex schooling may eventually ebb as some proponents move on to other agendas, dedicated supporters become involved in the daily routines of schooling, and new research emerges suggesting the advantages of other approaches (for changes in public support for single-sex schools, see Bergman, 2003; Datnow & Hubbard, 2002, pp. 128-129; Flannery, 2006; Henry, 2004; Salomone, 2006; Sax, 2005) .
A more disturbing question that emerges from the Soviet case study also needs to be asked about the future of single-sex schooling in the United States: What happens if boys' schools see a worsening of the very disciplinary problems and instructional shortcomings that the strategy of segregation is supposed to eliminate? Will the solution be the further partition of pupils by assigning certain boys to their own schools, an effort to make schools even more "masculine" by placing greater emphasis on discipline, or a call to reintegrate girls into these programs-not for the sake of girls' education, but as instruments to improve the education of boys? All of these scenarios emerged as responses to the problems that Soviet separate schools were unable to resolve. Advocates of separate schooling need to ask-and be asked-about the long-term implications of positions advocated at the moment.
Perhaps most important, this case study is an important reminder that discussion of single-sex education should always focus on the question of how best to educate boys and girls (this point was raised in AAUW, 1998b AAUW, , 2004 Campbell & Sanders, 2002; Lee, 1998; Martino et al., 2005; Rivers & Barnett, 2006; Salomone, 2003; and Stabiner, 2002b) . According to Kholmogortsev, whose critical comments about boys' schools introduced this article, the choice between coeducational and single-sex schooling in the Soviet Union was "not a political question," as both kinds of schools could function "normally." While refraining from any open criticism of Stalinist policy, Kholmogortsev nevertheless concluded that separate schooling led to many negative outcomes: complicating enrollment patterns, forcing boys and girls into an "unnatural" separation, and creating harmful distinctions among teachers based on the dubious criteria of who could or could not teach effectively in boys' schools. In the end, Kholmogortsev declared, separate schooling was a failed experiment, and he proclaimed himself "an unconditional supporter of coeducation" (GARF A2306/71/772/50). Kholmogortsev spoke from his own observations of this radical experiment in the organization, purpose, and practices of Soviet schools; he also spoke for an unacknowledged system of masculine hegemony in which the preferential status of boys' schooling was invoked to justify the restoration of coeducational schooling. This critical historical lesson should be considered by educators, parents, and pupils who are contemplating the same challenges that led to the Soviet experiment with separate schooling-and then to its complete repudiation just over a decade later.
Notes
This article is part of a broader study of gender and education in modern Russia, from the first debates on educating girls in the late 19th century, through the creation of the coeducational school during the revolutionary period, and concluding with the restoration of coeducation in the 1950s. Using the tools of historical analysis to interpret the relationship between schools and society in modern Russia, this research also suggests implications for current debates about equality, opportunity, and gender in contemporary education.
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1 This article does not examine the effects of separate classrooms on girls, nor does it interpret how evaluations of girls' schools shaped the policy/decision to restore coeducation, nor does it ask about the implications of the history of Soviet girls' schools for the contemporary debate on single-sex schooling. These topics are being explored in a separate manuscript on postwar girls' schools arguing that the relative success of girls' schools shaped the 1954 decision to restore coeducation by posing a different kind of threat to masculine hegemony (see Ewing, 2006 , as well as Ewing, 2002b Livschiz, 2002) . Descriptions of Soviet girls' schools anticipate many of the elements found in contemporary girls' schools, including fewer disruptions in classrooms, close personal relationships, more girls in leadership roles, and greater participation in science, technology, and other nontraditional fields (for recent case studies of all-girl schools and classrooms, see DeBare, 2004; Herr & Arms, 2004; Jackson & Smith, 2000; Stabiner, 2002a) . 2 The availability of archival materials partially reflects the preservation protocols of the Ministry of Education of the Russian Socialist Federated Soviet Republic. The most complete records are transcripts of educational department meetings. Other materials that were preserved inconsistently are the responses of teachers to survey questions about boys' schools, special meetings involving the directors of boys' schools, correspondence between city educational departments and the central administration, and reports on individual schools. A systematic search through the main educational newspaper, Uchitel'skaia Gazeta; the educational journals Narodnoe Obrazovanie, Sovetksaia Pedagogika, and Nachal'naia Shkola; and other newspapers such as Literaturnaia gazeta and Pravda illustrated how Soviet public discourse addressed the question of separate schooling. While censorship certainly limited the extent of public debate, these materials nevertheless illustrate how the experiences of boys shaped both perceptions of separate schooling and the policies of the Soviet government. Most examples of boys' schooling in this article come from the city of Moscow. This selection partially reflects the archival sources that constitute the bulk of the research material. While materials from the Moscow municipal archive are limited to city schools, even the Ministry of Education documents in the State Archive of the Russian Federation tend to perpetuate this focus. When ministry officials met with school directors, for example, most participants also came from the capital, and thus their discussion focused on Moscow schools. To a great extent, however, this focus is appropriate, because Moscow schools went further in implementing separate education than any other city. During the 1951-1952 school year, for example, 97% of Moscow pupils were enrolled in separate schools, as compared with only 32% of pupils in the 28 largest cities in the Russian Federation. In fact, Moscow accounted for more than 40% of the enrollment in boys' schools in these cities. While the question of regional differences suggests the need for additional research, sufficient materials are examined in this study to develop an argument about boys' schooling more generally in postwar Soviet society. To the extent that contemporary discussions of single-sex schooling are almost exclusively concerned with urban education, and particularly innercity minority children, this focus on the largest Soviet metropolis is especially appropriate. For an unusual-and entirely hypothetical-reference to American single-sex schooling for "poor white students in rural areas," see Salomone (2006, p. 794) . 4 Most descriptions of girls' schools paid little attention to disciplinary problems, except to affirm just how well behaved the girls had become since separate schooling was initiated. When disciplinary problems in girls' schools were mentioned, the infractions usually involved personal behavior and relations rather than crude, violent, or disruptive practices (GARF A2306/71/818/249, 72/429/29; Razvinova, 1949) . See further discussion in Ewing (2006) . 5 This article reports, but does not endorse, the essentializing assumptions about boys and girls that shaped Soviet policy and practice in gender-segregated schools in this historical context. Assumptions about gender differences in the Soviet debate over single-sex and coeducational schooling are discussed more fully in Ewing (2005) . For essentialist definitions of gender differences, see Herr and Arms (2002, p. 88) , Gurian and Henley (2001, pp. 209-212) , Sommers (2001) , Sax (2005) , Martino and Berrill (2003) , Martino and Frank (2006) , Martino et al. (2005) , Stabiner (2002b) , and Salomone (2006) . 6 This argument about the relative advantage of Soviet girls' schools is developed in Ewing (2006) .
